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Dear Mr. Jordan: 

This Response, including attachments, is submitted on behalf of Adams Outdoor 

Advertising, Inc., Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited Partnership and AOA Holding, 

LLC (collectively “AOA”) and Stephen Adams (“Mr. Adams”) in response to complaint 

fledby Dennis Baylor in MUR 5559, For the 

reasons set forth below, the Federal Election Commission should find that there is no 

reason to believe that AOA violated any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act 

(“FECA7’) or applicable F e d d  Election Commission (“FEC” or “the Commission”) 

Summaw of Meeations 

It is difficult to discern fiom the vaguely-worded complaint 

exactly who the complainants believe committed which violations of FECA. The 
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complaint appeartobebasedon I two facts: (1) in early September, 2004, 

advertisements supporting the Bush-Cheney '04 campaign began to be posted on AOA 

billboards in Michigan and Pennsylvania, and (2) each billboard bore the disclaimer 

'personal message paid for and sponsored by Stephen Adams." 

MUR 5559 Complaint at 7 1 Based solely on their observations of these 

billboards, and without any additional evidence whatsoever, the complainant allege that 

AOA and Mr. A h  committed serious violations of FECA. 

The complajnt in MUR 5559 is especially vague in its allegations. As far as can 

be determined, the complainant in MUR 5559 appears to allege that Mr. Adams, by 

paying for the billboards, made an excessive personal contribution to the Bush-Cheney 

'04 campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C. 6 441a(a)(l)(A). MUR 5559 Complaint at 79. 

Alternatively, the c o m p l h t  speculates that Mr. A h  and AOA engaged in some 

type of sham transactt 'on that somehow resulted in AOA making a prohibited corporate 

in-kind contxibution to the Bush-Cheney '04 campaign in violation of 2 U.S.C. 0 441b(a). 

MUR 5559 Complaint at 7 10. 
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, 

Statement of Facts and Discussion of Authoritv 

For the reasons set forth below, the allegations in the complaint 

axe I completely without merit. 

SteDben Adams Did Not Violate 2 U.S.C. S 441a(aMlMA) 

Contrary to the allegation in paragraph 9 of the complaint in MUR 5559, Mr. 

Adams did not Violate 2 U.S.C. 0 441a(a)(l)(A) by making an excessive contribution to 

fhe Bwh-Cheney ’04 campaign. The dollar limits on personal Contributions enumerated 

in 2 U.S.C. 0 441 @a)( 1 )(A) do not apply to independent expenditures. The billboards 

that are the focus of the complaint 

as part of a multi-state outdoor advertising campaign paid for in its entirety by Mr. 

Adams as an independent expenditure in support of the Bush-Cheney ’04 campaigia. 

were paid for by Mr. Adams 

FECA defines an “independent expendhe” as an expenditure by a person that 

expressly advocates the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate that ww not 

made in concert or cooperation yith or at the suggestion of the candidate, the candidate’s 

authorized political committee, or its agents, or a political party committee or its agents. 

2 U.S.C. 3 431(17); 11 C.F.R 0 100.16(a). FECA further states that the term “clearly 

identified” means that the name of the candidate involved appears on the communication. 
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2 U.S.C. 8 431(18)(A); 11 C.F.R. 0 100.17. Finally, FEC regulations define the term 

"expressly advocating" for purposes of 2 U.S.C. 0 43 l(17) as any communication that 

uses a campaign slogan such as "Nixon's the One," Tarter '76," "Reagan/Bush" or 

"Mondale!" which, in context, can have no other reasonable mean@ than to urge the 

election or dekat of one or more clearly identified candidates. 11 C.F.R 0 lOO.Z(a). , 

There can be no doubt that the billbods that are the subject of the complaint 

expressly advocate the re-election of President George W. Bush 

and Vice President Dick Cheney. The outdoor advertising campaign paid for by Mr. 

Adams used a number of different advertisements. Each adveatisement used a different 

catch phrase (e.g., "Defending Our Nation," "It's About Our National Security," "Boots 

or Flip-Flops?") that appeared in white type on a blue background immediately above the 

campaign slogan "BushCheneyO4" superimposed on the red and white stripes .of the 

American flag. &billboard xnockups attached as Attachment 1. 

Momvery both Stephen Adams and AOA went to great lengths to ensure that the 

outdoor-advertising campaign in support of Bush-Cheney '04 met all the r e q h e n t s  of 

an independent expenditure under FECA. Mr. Adams bired AOA on or about June 1 

2004 to design and implement an outdoor advertising campaign as an independent 

expenditum in support of the re-election,of President George W. Bush. Af€idavit of 

Stephen Adams at 4 (attached as Attachment 2); -davit of Randall Romig at 7 3 

I (attached as Attachment 3). 
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Recognizing that the advertising campaign requested by Mr. Adams required 

compliance with federal regulations, Randall Romig, the AOA employee who was 

principally responsible for the advertising campaign, sought legal advice fiom the 

outdoor advertising industry’s trade association, the Outdoor Advertising Association of 

America, Inc. (“OAAA“). On or abut  June 4,2004, Randall Romig contacted Nancy 

Fletcher, President of the OAAA, to seek guidance fbm her on the legal requirements 

applicable to an outdoor advertising company mployd to design and implement an 

advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of a candidate for federal 

office. Affidavit of Randall Romig at 7 4. Ms. Fletcher forwarded Mr. Romig’s request 

to Eric Rubin, a partner in the law firm of Rubin, Winston, Diercks;Harris & Cooke, 

L.L.P. and general counsel to the OMA. Aflidavit of Randall Romig at 7 5. On or 

about June 10,2004, Mr. Rubin sent a letter to Mr. Romig providing general guidance on 

the legal resbrictions applicable to an outdoor advertising company hired to design and 

implement an advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of a 

candidate for federal office. -davit of Randall b m i g  at 7 6; Letter h m  Eric Rubin to 

Randall Romig (June lO,2004)(attached as Attachment 4). 

Mr. Rubin advised Mr. Romig that fderal law required that Mr. Adams undertake 

this advertising campaign independent of; and without any coordination or 

communication of any type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any person 

affiliated with such an entity. Mr. Rubii advised Mr. Romig that if Mr. Adams wanted to 
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make an independent expenditwe in support of the re-election of President George W. 

Bush, it had to be truly an individual and personal effort by Mr. Adams in complete 

isolation from any political organization and had to be paid for by Mr. Adams with his 

personal funds and without any offset or reimbursement by AOA. Affidavit of Randall 

Romig at f 8; Letter from Mr. Rubin to Mr. Romig at 1. On or abut June 19,2004, Mr. 

Romig forwarded Mr. Rubin's letter to Mr. Adams with a cover memorandum stating 

that, according to Mr. Rubin, it was pennissibble for Mr. Adams to proceed with the 

& d h g  campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush, provided 

that Mr. Adams paid fbr the advertisements directly and Without any involvement by the 

Bush campaim Affidavit of Randall Romig at f 10; Memorandum b m  Randy Romig 

to Steve Adams (June 19,2oo4xsee Attachment 4). 

Mr. Adams received and read the memorandum from Mr. Romig and the letter 

fbm Mr. Rubm on or h u t  June 21,2004. -davit of Stephen Adams at w6-9. 

TbFoughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the complaint 

- both Mr. Adarns and Mr. bmig strictly followed Mr. Rubin's advice 

regarding the requirement that there could be no contact between Mr. Adams or AOA 

and the Bush campaign or any other political organization if the advertisiig campaign 

were to qual@ as an independent expenditure by Mr. Adams. Affidavit of Stephen 

Adams at 1 10; Mdavit of Randall Romig at 7 14. Neither Mr. Adams nor Mr. Romig 

had any contact whatsoever with any federal candidate, candidate's authorized 

. 
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c o d - ,  or their agents, or any political party or its agents throughout the design and 

bplmatation of the advertising campaign that is the subject of the complaint 

AfEdavit of Stephen Adams at 1 11; f idavit  of Randall bmig 

at7 15. 

Accordingly, because the billboards that me the subject of the complaint 

were part of an independent expenditure by Mr. Adams in support 

of the Bush-Cheney '04 campaign there is 110 mson to believe that Mr. Adams d a 

excessive personal contribution to Bush-Cheney '04 in violation of 2 U.S.C. 8 

441a(a)(l)(A). 

Neither AOA Nor Smhen Adams Violated 2 U.S.C. 6 441Ma) 

Thecomplaimt appear toa i l~wi th0Wany 

substantialion, that Stephen Adams and AOA engaged in something other t)wi an arms- 

length- ' a n a o d ~ ~ ~ ~ A O A ~ a p r o h t ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i n - k i r t d  

mnnecticm with any fiederal election. 2 U.S.C. Q 441b(a). 
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regulations describw the tenn “anything of value? state that if goods or services are 

provided at less than the usual and normal charge, the difference between the usual and 

n o d  charge and the amount actually charged would constitute an h-kind contribution 

&m the vendor. 11 C.F.R 5 100.52(d)(1). Finally, FEC regulations define the term 

‘‘usual and normal charge” for services as the ‘‘~mmercidly reasonable rate prwailing at 

the t h e  the Services were rendered.” 11 C.F.R. 5 10O052(d)(2). 

Mr. Adams and AOA went to great lengths to ensure that AOA did not 

inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney ’04 campaign. In his 

June 10,2004 letter, Mr. Rubin advised Mr. Romig &at federal election laws prohibited 

any contribution by a corporation to 8 federal election campaign. Mr. Rubin specifically 

advised Mr. Romigtbt a l l c o s f s a s s o c i a t e d w i ~ ~ t o  theadvdictrmpplignhad 

to be paid directly by Mr. Adams, Mr. Rubin’s 1- stated that this would include 

payment for all AOA services provided to Mr. Adams, inchding the ditect cosfs for the 

design and Posting of the proposed d v e r t k m ~  as well as the cost of administering the 

project. Mr. Rubin also advised Mr. Romigthat AOA shouid charge Mi. Adamthe 

same rates for AOA d o e s  that the company would mrmally cbarge any otber 

advertiser far cornparable senrices, Afiidavitof ILaradall Rmigatq 7;Midavitof 

Stephen Adams at 7 8; Letter fiom Eaic Rubin to Rmrndall Romig (June 10, 

2oo4xattached as Amhent4). 

Both Mr. Adams and Mr. Romig sttidy followed Mr. Rubin’s advice in this 
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provided to Mr. Adams in connection with the advertising campaign that is the subject of 

-the complaint. Mr. Adams, in an abundance * of caution, I 

actually paid AOA mom thrur the direct costs of the advertisihg cam@gn in an effort to 

ensure that AOA did not make an h-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney '04 campaign. 

AfEdavit of Randall Romig at 1 16. 

When Mr. Adams retained AOA to design and implement a multi-state outdoor 

phbu 
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advertising campaign in support of the reelecfioIl of President George W. Bush, he gave 

the c o q y  a budget of one million dollars ($1 ,OOO,OOO). Affidavit of Stephen Adams 

at f 4; Aflidavit of RandaU Romig at 8 17. AOA employees under the Supervision of Mr. 

Romig designed an advertking campaig~~ that d e d  for the placement of outdoor 

P9 ~v~sementsioMichigan,Pennsylvania,wisconsinandsouth~~ Mt,Rmig 

requested that AOA employees in these states pvide  him wit@ the current market rates 

in each market. Aflidavit of Randall bmig at 7 18. See also, e+, Memorandum fiom 

Kevin Fhimmons and Steve Boyle to Randy Romig (July l3,2004)(attached as 

Attachment 5). 

It is s t d a d  practice in the outdoor advertking industry to charge advertisem 

E separately for advertising space wsts and production cosfs. Production cosf~ are the cosf~ 

of printing the advertisements that are them installed on billboards. Advertking space 

costs are the costs of renting the billboards for a defined period, The standad practice in 

the outdoor advertising industry is to build all indirect costs, such as creative design and 

I 
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administrative costs, into the standard rates that atre charged for advdshg space. 

Midavit of Randall Romig at 7 19. 

Based on the legal advice h m  Mr. Rubin, Mr. Romig designed an adviwtiSing 

campaign for Mr. Adams that putposefhlly came in approXimately twenty thousand 

dollars ($20,000) under budget. This "slippage" was built into the dv- campaign 

SO that AOA would recover any unusual indirect costs that were not built into the 

advertising space costs and thexeby ensure that Mr. Adams paid the entire cost of the 

advertising campaign. Mr. Romig believed, based on Mr. Rubin's advice, that this was a 

prudent way to ensure that AOA did not inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the 

re-election campaign of President George W. Bush. Afiidavit of Randall Romig at 120. 

Mr. Rornig pemnally prepad the display con- that AOA submiM to Mr. 

Adams. Based on the legal advice of Mr. Rubin, and using the current k k e t  rate 

idormation supplied by individual AOA offices, Mr. bmig  charged Mr, Adams 

standard rate card rates for advertising  space^ The ppd contracts were sent to Mr. 

Adams between August 18,2004 and August 24,2004, Mr. Adams signed the CoIlfraCts 

and returned them to Mr. Romig at AOA headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia during the last 

week of August, 2004. Mdavit of Randall Romig at -1; Affidavit of Stephen Adams 

at 1 12. See also. e.l~., Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adanas Outdoor 

Advertising of Lehigh Valley and Stephen Adams (attached as Attachment 6). 

The advertising campaign AOA designed and implemented for Mr. Adams began 

on September 7,2004 and d e d  on November 2,2004. The final cost of the advertising 

10 
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campaign was nine hundred seventy-seven thousand, four hundred and forty-eight dollars 

($977,448). A Propod: Advertising Space to Benefit Re-Ehction of George W. Bush 

(July 23,2004)(atta~hed as Attachment 7). On September 7,2004, Mr. AdAms wired 

AOA one million dollars ($1 ,OOO,OOO) to cover the cost of the entire advertising 

campaign that is the subject of the complaint 

b m  Stephen Adams to Adams Outdoor Advertising Account # 8801056378 (Septembex 

wiretransfer 

1 

7,2004Xattachhed as Attachment 8). Mr. Adams instructed AOA to keep the twenty-two 

thousand, five huadred fiQ-two dollar ($22,552) diffince between the actual cost and 

the initid budget ''just to be on the safe side" and ensure that Mr. Adams paid all direct 

and indirect costs of the advertising campaign. Affidavit of Randall Romig at 722; 

Affidavit of Stephem Adams at 7 13. 

Even a cursory review of the documentation of just one element of the multi-state 

outdoor aciveatising campaign designed and implemented by AOA for Mr. Adams 

demonstrates conclusively that Mr. Adams was charged the noxmal and usual rate for 

AOA's Services. On July 13,2004, in response to a request &om Mr. Ro~nig, Kevin 

Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyle in the Bethlehem, Pennsylvania office of AOA provided 

Mr. h m i g  with quotes for an eight-week outdoor advertising campaign in the hhigh 

Valley .that would use a combitl8fion of bulletin boards and poster boards. Using the 

AOA of the Lehigh Valley rate card, Mr. Fitzsimrnons mcl Mr. Boyle quoted Mr. Romig 

a price of one hundred eighteen thousand, eight hundred dollars ($1 18,800) to run Mr. 

Adams' advertisements on 68 poster boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eightweek 

11 
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period. Mr. Fitzsimmons and Mr. Boyle also quoted Mr. Romig a price of thirty-five 

thousand, four hundred dollars ($35,400) to run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on five 

specific bulletin boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight-week period. Memorandum 

fiom Kevin Fitzsimmons and Steve Boyle to Randy Romig (July 13,2004)(attached as 

Attachment 5). 

Mr. Romig incorporated these exact figures into his proposal the 

entire multi-state advertising campaign. A Proposal: Advertisii Space to Benefit Re- 

Election of George W. Bush (July 23,2004)(attached as Attachment 7). During the last 

week of August, 2004, Mr. Adams signed two contracts with Adams Outdoor ; 

Advertising of the Lehigh Valley. The f h t  colhfrBcf required Mr. Adams to pay AOA of 

the Lehigh Valley one hundred eighteem thousand, eight hundred dollars ($1 18,800) to 

run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on 68 poster boards in the Lehigh Valley for an eight- 

week period beginning on September 7,2004 and ending on November 2,2004. The 

second contract & q u i d  Mr. Adams to pay AOA of the Lehigh Valley thirty-five 

thousand, four hundred dollars ($35,400) to run Mr. Adams’ advertisements on five 

specific bulletin boards in the Lebigh Valley for an eight=week period beginning on 

September 7,2004. Poster and Bulletin Display Contracts between Adams Outdoor 

Advertising of Lehigh Valley and Stephen Adams (attached as Attachment 6). 

Con- to the unsubs tand  allegations in the complaint ’ , 

internal AOA documents demonstrate conclusively that AOA charged Mr. Adams 

the n o d  and usual charge for the services it provided to Mr. Adams in mnnection with 
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&e advertising campaign that is the subject of these matters. Moreover, Mr. A b  paid 

AOA more than twenty-two thousand dollars over and above the actual cost of the 

advertising campaign 3ust to be on the safe side” and ensure that AOA recovered all 

direct and indirect costs of the advertising campaign. Clearly, thek is no reason to 

believe that AOA made an in-kind contribution to the Bush-Cheney ’04 campaign in 

violation of 2 U.S.C. 9 441b(a). Since AOA did not violate 2 U.S.C. 0 441b(a), it goes 

without Saying that Mr. Adams did not violate 2 U.S.C. 0 441b(a) either. 

I 

4 
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To penalize Mr. Adams in this 

situation would be fundamentally unjust. 

, I  Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should find that (1) &ere is no 

reason to believe tbat Stephen Adams violated 2 U.S.C. 6 Mla(a)(l)(A) or applicable 

FEC regulations, (2) there is no reason to believe that either AOA or Stephen Adams 

violated 2 U.S.C. 441 b(a) or applicable FEC regulations 

the 

Commission should take no firrther action against him. 

Brett G. Kappd- 
Attorney at Law 

Counsel for Adams outdoor Advertising, 
Inc., Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited 
Partnership, AOA Holdings, LLC and 
Stephen Adams 
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BEFORE 
THE 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
~~~ ~ 

1 
) 

AOA Holdqgs LLC 1 
Adams Outdoor Advextising 1 

Limited Partnership 1 
StepheaAdamS 1 

In Re: Adms outdoor Advertising, Inc. 

\ 

MUR 5559 

AFFIDAVITOFSTEPHENADAMS 

Before me, the undersigned authority, appeared Stephen Adams, who upon his 

oath deposes and states as follows: . 

1. AfEant Stepben Adams has personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this 

-davit. 

2. Adams Outdoor Advextising Limited Partnership is in the outdoor advertising 

business in a number of states throu@out the United States. Adams Outdoor 

Advertising, Inc. is the managing general partner of Adarns Outdoor Advertising 

Limited Partnership. I own AOA Holding LLC and through that company I own 

76% of the ownership interests in Adarns Outdoor Advertising Limited 

Partnership. Adams Outdoor Advertising Limited Partnership, Adams Outdoor 

Advertising, Inc. and AOA Holding LLC are referred to in this affidavit 

collectively as “AOA”. AOA is only one of many businesses in which I have an 

ownership interest and the outdoor advertising industry is only one of many 

industries in which the businesses I own are involved. . 
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3. I am the Chairman of the Board of Directors of AOA, but that office is a’position 

of oversight and I am not involved in the day-to-day operations of AOA. 

4. On or about June 1,2004, I hired AOA to design and implement a multi-state 

outdoor advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of the re 

election of President George W. Bush. I gave AOA a budget of one million 

dollars ($1,000,000) to design and implement this advertising campaign. 

5. It was my expectation that AOA would ensure that the advertising campaign 

would be run in fbll cumpliance with federal, state and local laws governing 

campaign adveksements on outdoor advertising facilities. . 

6. On or about June 21,2004, I received a memorandum h x n  Randall Romig, 

AOA’s Vice Resident for Real Estate,’idorming me that AOA had consultkd 

legal counsel and had been told that it was permissible for me to proceed with the 

advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush, 

provided that I paid for the advertisements directly and the advertising campaign 

I was run without any involvement by the Bush qmpaign. 

7. Mr. Romig’s memorandum to me included as an attachment a letter dated June 

10,2004 to Mr. Romig from Eric Rubin, a partner in the law firm of Rubin, 

Winston, Diercks, W s  & Choke, L.L.P., which provided general guidance on 

the legal restrictions governing my request to Ere AOA to run a campaign on 

AOA billboards advocating the re-election of President George W. Bush. 

8. Mr. Rubin’s letter sta td  that federal election laws prohibited any direct or 

indirect contributions by a corporation to a federal campaign. Accordingly, Mr. 

2 
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9. 

Rubin advised that all costs with respect to the advertising campaign had to be 

paid directly by me. Mr. Rubin advised that this would include payment for all 

AOA services provided to me, including the direct costs for the design and 

posting of the proposed advertisemeats as well as the costs of administering the 

pject. Mr. Rubin advised that AOA charge me the same rates for AOA senices 

that the company would normally charge any other advertiser for comparable 

services. 

Mr. Rubin also advised that federal law required that I undertake this advertising 
l. 

campaign independent of, and without any coordination or communication of any 

type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any person afliliated with . 

such an entity. Mr. Rubin advised that if I wanted to make an independent 

expenditure in support of the re-election of President George W, Bush, it had to 

be truly an individual and personal effort by me in complete isolation fiom any 

political organization and had to be paid for with my own personal h d s  and 

without any offset or reimbursement by AOA. 

10. Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced 

matters,'I have strictly followed Mr. Rubm's advice. 

1 1. I' had no wntact whatsoever with an? federal candidate, candidate's authorized 

committee, or their agents, or any political party or its agents with xegard to the 

advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced matters. 

' 

. 

12. Between August 21,2004 and August 27,2004, I received a number of proposed 

display contracts h m  Mr. Romig. I reviewed these proposed contacts, signed 

them and then returned them to Mr. Rornig during the last week of August, 2004. 



13. The advertising campaign that I hired AOA to design end implemat was 

scheduled to begin on September 7,2004 and end on November 2,2004. On or 

about September 5,2004, AOA informed me that the final cost of the advertising 

campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush was nine 

hundred seventy-seven thousand, four hundred and forty-eight dollars ($977,448). 

On September 7,2004, I wired AOA one million dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the 

entire costof the advertising campaign that is the subject of the abovereferenced 

matters. Mindful of Mr. Rubin's advice that all direct and indirect costs of the 

advertising campaign had to be paid by me in order for the advertising campaign 

to comply with federal law, I instructed AOA to keep the difference between the 

actual cost of the advertising campaign and the original budget of one million 

dollars ($1,000,000) just to be on the safe side and ensure that I had paid all direct 

and indirect costs of the advertising campaign. 

14. On October 15,2004, I was told by my personal attorney, Robert T. York, that a 

complaint had been filed with the Federal Election Commission witb regard to the 

advertising campaign I had hired AOA to design and implement in support of the 

re-election of President George W. Bush. Mr. York informed me that he and Mr. 

- Romig were seeking experienced FEC counsel to respond to the complaint. 
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AND FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

STATE OF b&U 'beK ) 
COUNTYOF N W  YkK * 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this D - d y  of 
A D A M S  who is personally known to me or has produced 

as identification and who has taken an 

JOHN MARK HOPKINS 
Notary Public, State of New York 

No. 01 H05025754 
Qualified in New York Cowl 

Commission Expires April 4,& 

My Commission Expires: 4/4/-S 
Commission Number: 

' 0  I cbs*257-f 
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BEFORE 

e 
THE 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

1 
) 

AOA Holdings LLC 1 
Adams Outdoor Advertising 1 MUR n 5559 

Limited Partnership 1 
Stephen Adams 1 

In Re: Adams Outdoor Advertising, Inc. 

AFFIDAVIT OF RANDALL ROMIG 

Before me,’the undersigned authority, appeared Randall Romig, who upon his 
f#;J 
P L Y  

oath deposes and states as follows: 

1. 

2.8 

3. 

4. 

AfEant Randall Romig has personal lmowledge of the facts set forth in this 

affidavit. 

I am the Vice President of Real Estate for Adams Outdoor Advertising 

1 .  

(hereinafter “AOA”). I was the principal AOA employee responsible for 

overseeing the design and implementation of the outdoor advertising campaign 
, 

in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush that is the subject of 

the above- referenced matters. 
1 

On or about’June 1,2004, Stephen Adams hired AOA to design and implement 

an outdoor advertising campaign as an independent expenditure in support of 

the re-election of President George W. Bush. 

On or about June 4,2004, I contacted Nancy Fletcher, President of the Outdoor 

Advertising Association of America, Inc., to seek guidance from her on the 

, 

I 

legal requirements applicable to an outdoor advertising company employed to 



design and implement advertising campaign as an independent expenditure 

in support of a candidate for federal office. 

5 .  Ms. Fletcher forwarded my request to Eric Rubin, anprincipal in the law firm of 

Rubin, Winston, Diercks, Hanis & Cooke, L.L.P., general counsel to the 

Outdoor Advertising Association of America, Inc. ' a 

6. On or about June 10,2004, Mr. Rubin sent me a letter providing general 

guidance on the legal restrictions applicable to an outdoor advertising company 

hired to design and implement an advertising carllpaign as an independent 

expenditure in support of a candidate for federal office. 

7. Mr. Rubin advised me that federal election laws prohibit any contribution by a 

corporation to a federal election campaign. Accordingly, Mr. Rubin advised me ' 

that all costs with respect to the advertising campaign had to be paid directly by 

Mr. Adams. Mr. Rubin advised me that this would include payment for all 

AOA services provided to Mr. Adams, including the dkect costs for the design 

and posting of the proposed advertisements as well as the cost of administering 

the project. Mr. Rubin advised me that AOA should charge Mr. Adams the 

same rates for AOA services that the company would normally chprge any other 

advertiser for comparable services. 
I 

8. Mr. Rubin also advised meathat federal law required that Mr. 1 .  Adams undertake 

this advertising campaign independent of, and without any coordination or 

communication of any type whatsoever with, any campaign organization or any 

- 

person affiliated with such an entity. Mr. Rubin advised me that if Mr. Adams 

wanted to make an independent expenditure in support of the re-election of 



1 

President George W. Bush, it had to be truly an individual and personal effort 

by him in complete isolation from any political organization and had to be paid - 

for by Mr. Adams with his personal funds and without any offset or 

reimbursement by AOA. 

3 



14. Throughout the advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced 

matters, I strictly followed Mr. Rubin’s advice. 

15. The outdoor advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced 

matters was designed and implemented without any contact whafsoever with 
I 

any federal candidate, candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents, or any 

political party or its agents. 

16. AOA charged Mr. Adams the normal and usual charge for all the services 

provided to Mr. Adams in connection with the advertising campaign that is the 

subject of the above-referenced matters. Mr. A h ,  in an abundance of 

caution, actually paid AOA more than the direct costs of the advertising 

campaign in an effort to ensure that AOA did not make an in-kind contribution 

to the re-election campaign of President George W. Bush. 

17. When Mr. Adams retained AOA to design and implement an outdoor 

advertising campaign in support of the re-election of President George W. Bush, 

he gave the company a budget of one million dollars ($1,000,000). 

18. AOA employees under my supervision designed an advertising campaign that 

called for the placement of advertisements in Michigan, Pennsylvania, 

Wisconsin and South Carolina. I asked AOA employees iq each of these states 

to provide me with quotes using the current market rates in each market. 

19. The standard practice in the outdoor advertisixig industry is to charge advertisers 

separately for advertising space costs and production costs. Production costs 

are the costs of printing the advertisements that are then installed on bulletin 

boards and poster boards. Advertising space costs are the costs of renting the . 

4 



bdletin boards and poster boards for a defined period. The standard practice in 

the outdoor advertising industry is to build all indirect costs, such as creative 

design and administrative costs, into the standard rates that are charged for 

advertisingspace. . 

20. Based on the legal advice received from Mr. Rubin, AOA designed an 

advertising campaign for Mr. Adams that purposefully came in approximately 

twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) under budget. This “slippage” was built into 

the advertising campaign so that AOA would recover any unusual indirect costs I 

that were not built into the advertising space costs and thereby ensure that Mr. 

A h  paid all of the costs of the advertising campaign. Based on Mr. Rubin’s 

advice, I believed that this was a prudent way to ensure that AOA did not 

inadvertently make an in-kind contribution to the re-election campaign of 

President George W. Bush. 

21. I personally prepared the display contracts that AOA submitted to Mr. Adams as ’ 

part of the outdoor advertising campaign that is the subject of the above- 

referenced matters. Based on the legal advice of Mr. Rubin, and using the 

current market rate information supplied by individual AOA state offices, I 
I 

charged Mr. Adams our standard rate card rates for advertising space. The 

proposed contacts wkre sent to Mr. Adms between August 18,2004 and 

August 24,2004. Mr. Adams signed the contracts and rehuned them to me at 

AOA headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia. 

22. The advertising campaign AOA designed for Mr. Adams was scheduled to 

- begin on September 7,2004 and end on November 2,2004. The final cost of 

5 
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the advertising campaign was nine hundred seventy-seven thousand, ‘four 

hundred and forty-eight dollars ($977,448). On September 7,2004, Mr. Adams 

wired AOA one million dollars ($1,000,000) to cover the cost of the entire 

advertising campaign that is the subject of the above-referenced matters. Mr. 

Adams instructed AOA to keep the twenty-two thousand, five hundred fifty-two 

\ 

dollar ($22,552) difference between the actual cost and the initial budget “just to 

be on the safe side” and ensure that Mr. Adams paid the hll cost of the 

advertising campaign. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

6 
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27. 

28. 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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AND FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 1 2  day of 8 3 , 
2004, by RANDALL ROMIG who is personally known to me or has produced 
m&iuele 4 L ; c c m  s .p as identification and who has taken an oath. 

Print N d  
My Commission Expires: / - /3-&6 
Commission Number: 

8 
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MEMORANDUM ' 

TO: Steve Adams 

FROM: Randy Romig 9v 
DATE: June 19,2004 

- ,  

SUBJECT: Ad Space for 2004 Bush Campaign 

Abe Levine shared with me your interest in the contribution of ad space to  
benefit the campaign of President Bush for re-election. Recognizing that 
there are some rather specific regulations involved in your so doing' I took 
the liberty of asking Nancy Fletcher (OAAA President) about the technical 
restrictions. She, in turn, forwarded my concerns t o  Eric Rubin, legal counsel 
of record to  the OAAA. Eric's quite specific response is attached here to for 
your review. I have also forwarded a copy t o  Bob York, in the event that you 
want to  discuss the issue with either one of us before proceeding. 

I believe that Rubin's letter i s  right on point. Clearly, you do have the 
clearance to  make contributions of space, as long as you pay for them 
directly and there is no involvement in the development of the billboard 
campaign with the Bush campaign strategy team. Certainly, we can 
accomplish what I believe you want t o  do. If you like, I will coordinate the 
graphic design with our Creative Director in Charlotte. Further, at your 
direction I will work,with Bob York to  be sure that we do not violate any 
FECA guidelines. 

Finally, knowing that you would want to  direct any advertising efforts to  
those states where Bush has slim margins or where a particularly strong 
battle is anticipated, I have asked a colleague to  research for me those 
states where we do business and where a billboard campaign will be 
particularly helpful to  President Bush. I should have that report sometime 
next week. 

Please let me know how you would like t o  proceed. Best personal regards to  
you and Denise. 

Cc: Kevin Gleason 
Bob York 

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISINO 
2802 PACES PERRY ROAD, S.E., SUITE 200, ATLANTA, GA 30339 

TIL:  110.3 3a.0399 f AX: 110.3 3 3.0199 U W W.AOAMSOUTDOOR.COY 
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RUBIN, WINSTON, DIERCKS, HARRIS & COOKE, L.L.P. 
A REQlltEPEO WE0 LUYILITY PARlllmIHW WlQWlUO PPOF€W!QN&l CORP0EhTlONI 

ATTORNEYS A T  L A W  

Si%TX PLOnr 
11.55 CONNYCTICIIT AvicNllG, N W '  

WASHJNGTON, DC 20036 
(202) 861-0870 

PAX:  (203) 429-0657. 

lune 10,2004 

JluwwmU 
Mr. Randy Romlg 
Adams Outdoor Advertlslng 
2802 Paces Ferry Road, S.E. 
Sulte 200 
Atlam, GA 30339 

Dear Randy: 

Nancy asked me to provlde you wlth some general guidance regardlng the 
legal restrlctlons on how Adanis Outdoor may proceed wlth respect to %eve 
Adam9 interest In sponsorlng a campalgn on Adams Outdoor billboards advocatlng 
rhe eledon of President Bush. 

As you are aware, the Federal Election Laws prohibit any dlrecc or Indirect 
conttlburlons by a corporadon to a federal election campalgn. Accordingly, alii 
costs wlth respect to these advertlsements must be paid for dlrectly by Steve 
Adams. Thls would Include payment for all of Adarix Outdoors' sewices prodded 
to hlm lncludlng adrnlnlsuarlve assiStzLnce, and the dtrect costs for the design and 
postJng of the proposed messages. Ail amounts should be calculated at  the rate 
that your company would normally charge adverckers for comparable rervlces. 
Likewise, pursuant to the FECA, It Is crltlcal that Mr. Adam undernice hi6 program 
Independent of, and wlthout any coordlnaeion or cornmwnicauan of any type 
whatsoever wlth any campalgn organization or any person directly affiliated wlth 
such an entlty. Indeed, Mr. Adams should not contact such ai1 organlzadlm or 
person athr the fact even where hi purpose was slmply to inform them of hls 
Independent efforts. In rhon, If Mr. Adam wishes to undertake thls effon, it must 
be truly an IndMdual and perxonal effort by him in complete Isolation froin any 
polltlcal organlutlon and pald for Independently with personal funds wirhout offsec 
or rehbursement by your company* Full and complete records should be kept by 
Mr. Adams and your company to document these facrs 
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RUHIN, WINs'PON, DIERCKB, H A R R I ~  & OOOKE, L.L.P. 

Page Two 
June 10,2004 

I .  

. -  . I . .  

P. 003 

For your Infomarlon, 1 am amchlng speclflc secdons of the Federal Elecrion 
Commlsslon's Guldellnes For Corporatlons and Labor Unions, which deal 
speclflcally wlth these Issues. The Full ten of the FECI5 rules can be found a t  the 
www.fec.gov. If Mr. Adams decides to proceed further, he may wish retain his own 
counsel to asslst hlm In this matter. 

E? Erlc M. Rubin 

PYiB ' Enclosure 
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Contrlbutlons to Other 
Commfttees 
In addllbn tn conlrlkrtlh directly to candl- 
deb mmlttee6, an SSF may suppwt 
mer commlttem the1 contribute to eendl- 

mblbutkn to enother politicsl aunmltbe 
may take any of me forms desdbd In his 
seclbn. 

A oonblbuUon b a committee that Sup- 
porls mwe than one candldate lo subled to 
a wdy conblbution limit of 56,000. "he 
conblbutlon does not count agelnst the limit 
(or e prtlailar candidate unleas Ihe SSF: 
9 Glues to an uneudbonlredshg/~n& 
dale cDmm(clee (Le.. e pdlUeal oarnmittee 
that w p p  only om candidate); 
Knows a\ ti suberentiel portion of its 
tontriiulion wlll be ahren to or spent on 
balm# of B pattlcurar candidate: or 
Retains contml over the funds slier mek- 
Ing h e  convlbutlan. 

110.1 (h): 11 O.2(h). 

dew, WCh 66 ~~~~~ An SSF 

Supporting Nonfederal 
Candlda tes 
SSf s mey mntrlbule to nonfederel candi- 
dates ualng money they heve mlsed for 
federal electkns. Donelions 10 nonfederal 
Csndldebs are subject to s t e l  and focal 
laws, nol me Federal Elecdon CempaiW 
Acl, but lhe SSF must elill dlsclose the dls- 
bmernents In It6 FEC reports. A06 1986 
27 and 1881-18. 

=Fa ecdve m both federal and mnfed- 

VaA. , 

Oh3clkn6 6hOuld de0 WnWl A p p m  

2. lndecmdent 
Expendltures 

What 16 an lndependent 
Expend Jtu re 
An Independent expendlhm 16 8n expendl- 
turn fw a communiwllon, suGh a6 a Web 
site, newspaper, N or dkedmar7adwr- 
tisernant that: 

€upmss~ advocates the election or de- 
feat of a Crea@ idenlHied CendHaitx end 
I9 not mede in consultation or atopera- 
don with, or at the request or 8 u ~ ~ e s U o n  
of a candidate, candldate's committee, 
party committee or their egentb. 100.23 
and lOO.l(a). See ' M a l  Cbnstllules Co- 
dnaUmm below. 

When Is a Candldate "Clearly 
Identified'' 
A candidate Is Wearty identifies if the 
candidate's nerne, niekneme, photograph 
or drawlno appears. or the identity of me 
candMefe Is otherwise apparent tramples 
include: ?he President,' 'your Congress- 
man? %e Democratic presidendal noml- 
nee," 'the Republimn candldam for Senate 
In the State of Georgia.' 100.17. , 

What Is "Erpc(B8s Advucacy 
(Candldate Advocacy)" 
'Expmss sdlroceoy (cendldete advocacy)" 
means h a t  the cornmunlcalion indudes B 
message hat  unmlsgkably urges election 
or defeat of one or mote clearly ldentlfled 
candidele(s). 

Them  re two ways mat a carnmunlca- 
tion csn be considered ewpmsa sdma3cy 
(candidate advocacy): by use of cettaln 
'explidl word8 of edvocacy of electlon OT 
defeeP and by thm 'only reasonable Inter- 
preh tion' test. 100.22. 

"E llclt wordr 01 edvocacy of electJon 

The ldlourlng words convey 8 message of 
arpfesa Bdrrocacy (candldate advocacy): 
'Vole for the President' 're-eleci your 
Congressman," "support the DernmUc 
nornlnee," %ad your bello! for the Repub 
limn cbllewer for the US. Senate in 
Georgh: 'Smib far Congress," 'Bill 
McKay in '96"; 
Words u@pe actlon wilh respect to can- 
dldstes assoo'atad wlth a particular issue, 
e.gI, 'wte Pm-LifeV lrote PmChoice~ 
when accompanied by names or phob 
graphs of cendldates identified 86 ellher 
supporting 01 opposing the I m e ;  
'Defear eccompenled by a photograph of 
the oppoS@d candidate, of he opposed 
candldate's name, or -reject the incum 
bent"; and 

or Z,eat~' 

a Campaign slqeii(s) or wwd(s), e.g., an 
posters, bumper slickers and advertise 
menta, that In milrtext can have no other 
maeonable meelilng than to support or 
oppose a clearly identified candidate, for 
example, "Nixon's the One," 'Carter 76,' 
'ReaganBueW. lOO22(8). 

''Only Rea6onable Inbrpmtatlonfl Tort 
In the ebaenGb ofi- 'e licit wards of 
advocacy ~f aladwn or A a t  : arrpress 
sdvocecy (csndldrrle advocacy) le found In 
a mrnunlmilon Ihat, when taken as a 
whde and Vvrlh Ilmlted reference b external 
events, such a6 the pro#lmity b the eleo 
tion. o m  only be lirterpreted by a "reaeon- 
able person' 86 erhrocating the elealon or 
defeat of one or trme clearly identifled 
cendldete(6). 10Oe22(b)(1) and (2).4 

Thl6 test requires advocacy of a candl- 
date mat Is unrnlmkeble, unernblguous 
and suggestive d only ons meanlm (hat 
behg the election or defeat of LI cendldate). 
I aornr(b)(P). 

Note that the ruthots Inlent Is Irrel- 
evant. The test I6 how a "reasmablab m- 
ceiiver of the cornrnunlcallon obpctnrely 
interprets the message. If reasonable 
minds could not differ as to the unam 
blguous electoral advocacy of the corn- 
munlcatlon, it is lucpmss solvocsuy 
(cendldate advocacy) regardless of what 
the author intended. 

Multiple pege comrnunlcatlons or muE 
tiple ineerts in the same envelo e In a dC 
r e d  mall plece ere to be mad a! together 
as a whole. MCFL, 479 US. at 248. 

What Is Not an Independent 
Expendltuta 
When an expenrfilure is mede under the 
clrcrrmstances descrlbed below. n maulte 
In an /*kind conrrlburbn to a candldate 
rather than an Independent ex endibre 
and theretore count6 against & SSf's 
contribuflon llrnif for that candidate. 
1 09.1 (e). 

-. 
6/01 31 
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3ollc)tatlonr on Behalf of a Candldete 
4n expendlrure by an SSF for 13 cornmu- 
rjcehn that solldts the public for contrl- 
~ i l o n s  on behalf of a cendidele is en 
n-klnd contributlon if the SSF collects 
and forwards the money to the 
mndldale's commitlee. See A 0  106O- 
46. See also Appendlx D, 'Emnarked 
Conlrlbutions.' 
Cmdldato~Prsprred Matedill 
Any expondlture to dlsbibule or republkh 
campelgn material (print or bmedcast) 
produced or prepand by B candldete's 
campalen Is an in-klnd conMbuuon, not 
an independent axpendilute. lOB.l(d). 
CoordlnaUon wlth Candldats'6 
Campalen 
my exponditurn that Is a coordinetffd 

rpufn Ln-klnd contribulan, not an indepen- 
Went expendltute. See below. 
ph109.1(b)(4) and 100.23. '' oordlrrrted G m D d  Publlc PolltlCal 

llC'% cammudcation I6 a Carrrdinakd Gen- 
":Torel Publlc Pofitlcel Communication and 
q%i conaldered an in-fclnd contrlbution and 
qpot an Independent expendltute If It: 
i 3 a  Is inlendwj for an eudience of over lo0 

people and le made thmugh a broad- 
W casllw station (Including a cable televi- 

6lOn operator), newepr er, megsn'ne, 
ouldoor advertialng fa&y, melling or 
any elechonlc medium, lndudlne the 
Internet or on a Web slte; 
I6 Coordinated wln me candidate, party 
01 half agents (gee below): 
Msntloni e Clearly ldenlffled Federal 
Candldata (tee below); end 
Is pa# for by a persop other than 8 
candidate, a party or their agents. 

What Constltutea Coordlnation 
CawdlneUon Wrth the candidate, the 
pr t v  or their agent6 occurs when the 
~ m u n k a U o n  Is creafsd, pmduced or 
dlsfrlbuted: 

At tne request or euggesUon of uie can- 
dldate or pew 
mer the candldate or party has emf- 
ClSed CQntrol or de&lon-rl\ekin~ au- 
fiorlty over ¶be delab offie 
CWmunlcallon (me below): or 
After eubstarrtfal d l 6 ~ ~ ~ s l o n  or neeode- 
tion, resulling in collaboration or agree- 
ment, between me communicator (e.~., 
h e  creator, producer. dl8Vlbutar or the 
person paying for he  communication) 
and Ihe candldate or party concerning 
the derails of fhe communicekm (see 
bel?). 

8n8m/ PUbllC @fihd G0rNlUP;CflfiPrr 16 
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Detallc of the Communlcetlon 
Details of the eommunlcellon Include the 
content, timlng, locetlon, mode, Wended 
audlence, volume of dlatrlbution or the 
frequency of placement of that carnmunl. 
cation. 
Exception! Candldate'c Rooponre to 
lnquly 
A candidate's or party's response to an 
hqulry regarding their pualllon on legisle- 
lion or pollcy does not alone constitute 
caardlnation. 

Internet Independent 
Expendl t ures 
Recent A06 hew addressed cases In- 
volving independent expendlturea over 
the Internet. In A 0  1898-22, h e  Commla- 
sion advised that 8 Web site contalnIrQ 
express advocacy of a Federal cmdld8le 
would be considered an Independent ex- 
penditure only If ole ectiilty war corn- 
pleteiy independent ol the oernpelgn. If 
the acttvity was dam in cooperatlon, can- 
sent or concert wlth a campaign, it would 
be an in-kind mntdbution and, Ihus, 
would be repamble by the cempaign. 

In A 0  1999-37, a PAC generated ex- 

Wnic dlstribullon through downloads and 
email. Coats of mglstetfng and main- 
taining the Web slle or of computer h a d  
warn and software dld not count a6 
Independent expendltum unless they 
were directly attributed b spedne ex- 
press advocacy oomrnunlcation6 such as 
maintalning a separate Web site for or 
against speolfic cendldates. On the other 
hand, the expenses of inltlally dlstributlng 
an express edvocscy cammunicetlon 
through e-mall wag considered an inde 
pendent expendihrn. The PAC was not 
required to collect intormation on those 
individuals who downloaded lhe PAC's 
adved6ements and used them lor rhelr 
own political activlly. See 106.1(~)(1). 

press 8dvE8Cy WmmUfiCa!bnS \Or 8IB& 

Dlsclalmer Notice Requited 
A communication representing an inde- 
pendent expendlhire must dlsplay e dia- 
clalmer nolics. See Section 4 for more 
infortnatlon. 

Allocatlon Among 
Candldates 
W e n  en independent expenditure Is 
made on behatf of more than one 4eerly 
identified candldate, the SSF must allo- 
cab the expenditure among the cendb 
detas in proportlon to the benefit that 
each is expected to recelve. For ex- 

ample, in the case of a publlehsd or 
broadcast comrnunlqtroD, the ettrlbutlon 
should be determined Iv the propodon 
of space or tlme devomd b each utndi- 
date in cornpadson wtrn the tatel apace 
or time devoted to all h e  mndfdates, 
1 04 e 1 0; 1 06.1 (a). 

Contrlbutlnq to Cammlttees 
That Make Independent 
Expendltures 
A contrlbution by an SSF to a mmmlttee 
fhat makes independent expenditures ie 
subject to the SSF's nmit for that commh- 
tee. 

A contributlon to e commitlee that 
supports onw one cardldete, however, I6 
srlbJect to @e SSF's far candfdate, per 
eleelion llmh. 1 10.1 (h), 

Nom that the 8arne p3rsons prohibbd 
from rnaklne contrlbulione to candidates 
end political comrnlLies 8re also prohlb- 
ibd from making expendllrrres, Indudlng 
Independent expenditures, in connection 
with federal election&. Tlrw, Independent 
expendbres by cmpm~ons, hbor oms- I 

nk8fh3, federal # 0 ~ @ m ~ f 1 f  ConlmclprS 
and firebn nallonekr are prohlblted. 

3. Independent 
Expenditures by 
Qualified Nonprofit 
Corporatlons 

Although corporations and bbor organbs- 
lions are pmhibiled under Ihe Anfrom 
makine Eontribuibrrcl of ewpendltutea In 
connecllan wllh fedml # d o n s ,  a llmited 
ercsptlwr allows cerlelrr oulalllled hronprosl 
Comfafkms (QNCc,) to make indbpendent 
ewpendlturee (but wit mtdbutions). If B 
QNC makes'a repatebb [see Fllng Re- 
pW, page 33) independent expen-, it 
must d m s l r a t e  116 elieiblllty for ONC a b  
Ns. The followiw paraera h6 explain 
these kuee In greebr d €L 8. 

ous 

I 

.- 
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To: Randy Romig 

From: Kevin Fitzsimrnons, Steve Boyle 

Re: Bush Campaign 

Date: July 13,2004 

Poster Campaim 

100 #GRP Showina in Each Market: 

54 Panels in Lehigh Valley 
PQl 
fV 8 Panels in Quakertown 
0"'k 

c3 Lehiah Valley & Quakertown @ $900.00/Panel. 
p4l 

":]I" 6 Panels in Lehighton/Palmerton/Slatington fl:r 
Lehicrhton/Palrnerton/Slatinqton @ $600.00/panel. 

rydl 
Total for a two (2) cvcle poster carnoaim = $118,800.00. 

e Bulletin Campaim 

Five Bulletins in the Lehiah Valley Metro Area: 

SA630 US 22 0.65,MI E/O Cedar Crest Blvd SS F/W 

50555 SR 309 0.2 MI N/O Rich Hill Rd WS F/N 

5T535 1-476 4.1 MI N/O SR 663 ES F/N 

ST595 1-476 2.3 MI N/O US 209 ES F/S 

5PH65 1-76 0.5 MI S/O South St. ES F/N 
*Bulletin sizes and DEC are on the following ride sheets* 

Rate Per Period: 

$ 4,000.00 

$ 2,500.00 

$ 2,000.00 

$ 1,200.00 

$ 8,000.00 

Total for a two (2) cvcle bulletin carnPaign = $35,400.00 

TOTAL CAMPAIGN INVESTMENT FOR TWO (2) CYCLES = $154,200.00 

*Post date for campaign is September gfh 2004 and will run t irough the election on 
November 2,2004. 

Percentage Breakdown - Posters to  Bulletins: 77% to 23% 
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Illumination: Yes, until midnight 

Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpalnted: 

CutouVExtensions: $25 per sq. ft. net 

$1,600 

Agreement: 13 four week cycles 

. -  e 

, 
Route 22 I 
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Painted Bulletin 

. .  

I 

#5A630 US 22,0.65 MI E/O CEDAR CREST BLVD SS, F/W 

Location Description 
This bulletin is located on Route 22, the major ar tery  of the Lehigh Valley, and offers exposure to  those 
destined for the  Lehigh Valley Q Whitehall Malls, Downtown Allentown, the  Allentown Farmers 
Market, and Agricultural Hall (trade show exhibit). It is a valuable, as well as unavoidable, advertising 
investment 1 

Sire: 14' X 48' 

Daily Effective Circulation: 58,100 08+) 

bur Week Investment: $3,500 

Rev 2/04 
A d a m  Outdoor Advertising 

2l76 Avenue C 
Bethlehem, PA 1801'1 

TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649 
www.adamsoutdoor.com 



Painted Bulletin 

Slze: 14'X 48' 

Daily Effective Cimulation: 23,200 08+) 

Four Week Investment: 

Illumination: Yes, until midnight 

Production Expense: Computer Painted or Handpalnted: 
$1,600 

' Ciout/Extenslons: $25 per sq. ft. net 

Agreement: 13 four week cycles 

#50555 SR 309, 0.2 MI N/O RICH HILL ROAD WS, FIN 

[Rkhllndl 
S F] oI 

3 
3 
3 
a 

Tollqate ' Road 

4 - 

Location Description 
Located on a highly traveled artery in the heart of Ouakertown, this bulletin targets retail traffic I 

coming from the Richland Mall. It also Is on a major thoroughfare used by commuters destined for 
Philadelphia. 

Rev 4/04 
Adams Outdoor Advertlsfng 

2176 Avenue C 
Bethlehem, PA 18017 

TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX: 610-266-0649 
www.adamsoutdoor.com 
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Painted Bulletin 
#STS35 1-476,4.1 MI N/O SR 663 ES, F/N 

Location Description 
Located on the main artery traveled from the Lehigh Valley to Philadelphia, this bulletin targets 

travelers comlng from Allentown. I t  also offers exposure for destinations in Quakertown and 

further south towards Philadelphia. 

Size: 14@X48' 

Dally Effective Circulation: 30,900 (18+) 

Four Week Investment: 

To Allentown 6 
P O C O W  

Productton Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted: 
$1,600 

Cutout/Extenrlons: $25 per sq. ft. net 

L Agreement: 13 four week cycles . 

Adams Outdoor Advertising 
2176 Avenue C 

Bethlehem, PA 18017 

www.adamsoutdoor.com 
TEL: 610-266-9461 FAX 610-266-0649 

Rev 4/04 



Painted Bulletin 
#STSSS I-476,2.3 MI N/O US 209 ES, F/S 

Location Description , 

Located on a major vacationers thoroughfare in t h e  Lehigh Valley, th is board offers coverage to  
t ra f f ic  heading toward t h e  Poconos. It can target  travelers t o  the  various camping grounds and 
s k i  resorts,  s u c h  as J a c k  F r o s t  a n d  B i g  Bou lder ,  f o r  y e a r - r o u n d  a c t i v i t i e s .  

She: WX48' 

Daily Effective Clrculation: 13,900 OS+) 

Four Week Investment: 

Illuminatlon: Yes, until midnight 

Productlon Expense: Computer Painted or Handpainted 
$1,600 

Cutout/Extensions: $25 per sq. ft. net 

Agreement: 13 four week cycles 

Exlt 95 

W$E 
S 

Exit 74 Route 209 (Lehiqhton) 

Rev 4/04 
Adams Outdoor Advertising 

2176 Avenue C 
Bethlehem, PA 18017 

TEL: 610-266-9461 F A X  610-266-0649 
www.adamsoutdoor.com 



Painted Bulletin 
#5PH6S 1-76,0.5 MI S/O SOUTH ST ES, F/N 

Location Description 
The numbers say It ail. . .located on interstate 76 In Philadelphla, this board grabs the attention 
of every traveler, visitor C commuter heading t o  and from the Phliadeiphia area. It targets those 
traveling t o  the Phiiadeiphia international Airport, Veteran‘s Stadium, the Spectrum Sports Arena, 
and retail & residential traffic. Also, just a short distance t o  Camden, NJ, this bulletin has the 
ability to  reach aquarium visitors and retali shoppers. 

Slrr: 14x48 

Drily Effective Clrculatlon: 107,000 (18+) 

Four Week investment: 

Illumination: Yes, until midnight 

Production Expense: Computer Painted or handpainted 

Cutout/Extentlona $25 per SQ. ft. net 

Agreement: 13 four week cycles 

$1600 

Rev 4/04 

A d a m  Outdoor Advertising 
2176 Avenue C 

Bethlehem, PA 18017 
TEL: 610-266-9461 F A X  610-266-0649 

w ww.ademsoutdoor.c~m 
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2Tt6 Avenue C 
BrttrsdremPAW . 
TEL: 6lO=W=9461 
FAX: 6le-9 

n 

e 
Adams *Outdoor 

*J. a 
Advertising of Lehigh Valley 

BULLETIN DISPIAY CONTRACT 
1/ R W -  Perm ,-. New,-,RenewJ 
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A'IT'ACHMENT 7 



.. . . . - .. 

A PROPOSAL 

ADVERTISING SPACE TO BENEFIT RE-ELECTION OF GEORGE W. BUSH 

Client: Stephen Adams 
Proposal Date: July 23,2004 
Start Date: September 7,2004 
End Oat@: November 2,2004 
cycler: Two Advertising Cycles of 28 d8yS (four weeks) each * S6 days 

PLANT 

KALAMAZOO (all markets) 

ANN ARBOR (all markets) 

LANSING (all markets) 

NORTHEAST ?A (all markets) 

LEHlGH VALLEY (ell markets) 

MADISON 
(note that start dates vary) 

FLORENCE 

CHARLESTON (ORANGEBURG) 

PRODUCT 

Posters 
Bulletins 

Fosters 
Bulletins 

Posters 
Bullet ins 

Posters 
Bulletins 

Post e r s 
Bullet ins 

Posters 
Bullet ins 

Posters 
Bulletins 

Posters 

OUANTIT’Y 

48 
12 

17 
9 

SI 
10 

36 
3 

68 
5 

I4 to 
4 

73 
to 

67 

COST 

$79,250 
$96,000 

$33,400 
$73,200 

$76,750 
$59,200 

$43,560 
$ 10,ooo 

$ t18,800 
s 35,400 

$ S4,200 
$ 42,400 

$ 78,100 
$ 24,800 

$100,500 

PRODUCTION COSTS: Posters (700) 
Bulletins (52) 

$ 15,240 
$ 36,648 

SUB-TOTAL (PRODUCTION EXPENSES ONLY) $ 51,888 

CREATIVE DESIGN EXPENSES (Haseltan) 5 3 

GRAND TOTAL FOR PROGRAM $977,448- 



ATTACHMENT 8 



Gwen Lawson 

~ a n k  SUNTRUST A m , A  

As of Sep 07,2004 
at 08:39 AM 

*sou- ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - MSTR (USD) 

Same Day Interim Calculations 

Opening Ledger 

Opening Available 

Cunent Day Credii 

Current Day Debits 

Interim Immediate 

Interim One Day Float 

Interim Two + Day Float 

Interim Ledger 

Interim Available 

Amount 

$429,063.54 

$429,063.54 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Status Balances Amount 

Closing) Ledger Balance $429,063.54 

Account-- ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - PAYROLL (USD) 

Same Day Interim Calculations 

Opening Ledger 

Opening Available 

Current Day credits 

Current Day Debits 

Interim Immediate 

Interim One Day Float 

Interim Two + Day Float 

Interim Ledger 

Interim Available 

Amount 

$0.00 

$0.00 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Not Reported 

Status Balances Amount 

Cbsingj Ledger Balance $0.00 

Account- ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - AP (LJSD) 
> 

Same Day Interim Calculations Amount 

Opening Ledger $0.00 
Opening Availa ble $0.00 

Curtent Day Credits $1,oO0,000.00 (1) 



Current Day Debtts 
Interim Immediate $1 ,OOo,m.oo 

Interim One Day Float $0.00 

Interim Two + Day Float $0.00 

Interim Ledger $806,074.76 

Interim Available wm,a74.76 

$1 13,12524 (1) 

Page 2 of 3 

Status Balances Amount 

Closing Ledger Balance $0.00 

DetallCredlt Amount Availabllity Bank Ref. :Etomer Text Transactions 

lndMdual $1 ,M)o,ooo.oo Wire Credit 

IMAD: 

Ref: - 
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK 

NEW YORK 

STEPHEN ADAMS 

ADAMS OFFICE LLC 8 

0 OLD ROXBURY ROAD ROXBURY 

OBK=fl-Y 

CT 06783 

I INTERNAL ACCOUNTS 
PROCESSING GRP 

MCC l/OPS 3 

500 STANTON CHRISTIANA RD 

NEWARK DE 19713- 

OB1=25 PARK PLACE 

GA 30303 

ORF=OSl OF 04/09/07 

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

, APACCT 

2802 PACES FERRY RD STE 200 

ATLANTA GA 30062 
BNF=- 
ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISINGAP 

Item Count 



t 

Balance Repart e e 
1 $1,000,o0O.00 

Page 3 of 3 

Customer Text Amount BankRef. Ref. Detall Deblt 
Transactions 

'ndividua' , $1 13,125.24 - 
Debit 

0RGrDI-m 

ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

APACCT 

2802 PACES FERRY RD SlE 200 

ATLANTA GA 30062 

OR- 
ADAMS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING - AP 

2802 PACES FERRY RD SE STE # 200 

ATLANTA 

, 

S R F ~  

IBK=- 

BANK OF MONTREAL 

MONTREAL 

IBK- 

WACHOVIA NY INTL 

NEW YORK 

NY 
BBK- 

BANK OF MONTREAL 

(INTERNATIONAL BRANCH) 

PLACE D'ARMES 

MONTREAL 

BNF- 

Eclipse Colour and Imaging Corp 

Burlington Ontario Canada . 
0 

- 
Item Count 1 $1 13,125.24 


